Pinney mention potential bias. We believe that the most important potential bias in this study, as indicated in the discussion section, could have arisen from the selection of the referent population. This bias was minimised by using a matched pair design. A randomly sampled referent group would tend to reflect the characteristics of the underlying referent population, whereas the referent group chosen by matching ends up being more like the index group than like the underlying population of referents being sampled. In particular, matching generally precludes the evaluation of the underlying population relations between the matching variables and exposure state in a follow up study. ' With respect to the selection of the exposed population, they were composed of volunteers, many of whom had received or were asking for compensation for work related disorders. This subgroup of the total population was certainly not representative of the entire workforce between 1971 and 1984 and no pretentions were made to this effect or to the effect that they were representative of the entire population of women workers in the microelectronic industry. The Finally, the authors of the letter mention twice that the study is based on 25 pregnancies during employment, which is a misunderstanding as it is 25 pairs of mothers who contributed to the study, a total of 2 x 63 pregnancies (the number of pregnancies is equal by chance!). Moreover, the OR was not estimated from these 25 pairs in which each member had had at least one pregnancy during the period covering the former worker's employment, but from the 33 pairs in which each member had had at least one pregnancy after the start of employment. These 33 pairs contributed to a total of 81 (of which 32 terminated in miscarriages) and 77 pregnancies (of which five terminated in miscarriages) in the former microelectronic and referent groups respectively.
We mention in the article that when one considers strictly the 25 pairs of child bearing women during the period of employment, the OR (15) was highly significant. We also indicate that this OR had a weak precision to minimise possible hasty interpretation. The constant repetition in Upfal's and Pinney's letter of "meagre" or "small" sample size suggests to the reader that there is a lack of power of the tests used. This is refuted by the fact that significance levels are consistently surpassed.
In conclusion, we believe that we have been very careful about the interpretation given to these findings and particularly about the causal factor suspected (multiple organic solvent exposure). Although this is far from being a definitive study on reproductive outcomes in the microelectronic 
